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Senator DebhieStabenow 
US.Senate 
l33Hart SenateOfficeBuilding 
Washington, DC 2051O-.oo01 

-'.Re: Federal-State Joint Board on UniversalServiceCC Docket 96-45 

 ear hnator Stabenow 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Gmmissioni (FCC) position to change the Universal &mice 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfair change pro& by theFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Il the FCC changes 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meansthatsomsonewhousesonethousandminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthevlmc 
amount intothe Lndasaomeonewhousesrerominute.of longdistanceamonth. Constituentwhousetheirlimited resources 
wisely shouldnot bepenal idfordoing  so.. 

A flat fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelong distanceusers.l~studenta,prepaidwirelessusers,seniorcitiiens and low- 
income iesidential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unalfordable monthly increases on their bills. Shiking 
the fundingburdenof theUSFfiomhigh~lumetolow-volumeusersisredicalandunnae~ry. Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all acrm America. 
TheKeepUSFF~rCoalition,ofwhichIamamembel;keeps meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
todate information on theirwebite, iqduding links toFCCinformation. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers. the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Caalitionb recent 
meetingrwith topFCCofficials, theFCChasplans tochange toaflat feesystemsoon and without legislation. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitordevelopment on theissueandcontinue tospread theword tomy community. I request youpa~s 
along my concerns to theFCCon my behalt letting themknowhowailat fee taxcoulddisproyortionately affect thase in your 
constituency. 

~ a n k y o u f o ~ ~ o u ~ c o n t i n u e d w o ~ k a n d l l ~ k f o ~ a ~ d  to hwringabout yourposition on thismatter 

Sincerely. 



Marc Reinholz DEL 3 0 2005 
1503 Hancock Drive #1, Normalmarc, IL 61761 

-r-& A LROC* 
November 30 ; ' a  

Senator Barack Obama 
US. Senate 
7 13 Hart Senate Oflice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

n-ir  Senator Obama: 

I h a v ~  serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Marc Reinholz 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Judy Nevins '.75 - MAILROC! 
855 Arciero Drive, Whittier, CA90601-1110 

, .. 

November 1,2005 11:37 AM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
US. Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In additior., it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Judy Nevins 



Debbie Rhodes 
PO Box 2 , Hazel, KY 42049 

November 1,2005 11:lO AM 

Senator Jim BuMing 
U.S. Senate 
3 16 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bunning: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition; it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Debbie Rhodes 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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William Bethard nFI: B 0 2005 i 
11 17 Gracelane Dr , Desoto, TX 751 15-3303 -. 

November 30, 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
US. Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutc!nson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

William Bethard 

cc: 
FCC General Email BCX 
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,~ . . ,  . ,  . . ! .  . ,  Representative Michael Turner 
US. House of Representatives 
1740 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 ~ '.'' ' ' ' ~ 

Subject: Re: Federal-Stde Joint Board on Uriversal Sefbice CC Docket 96-45 

. .  . .  , . ~. 
. , ,  . ' 1 . ~ .  - , ,  I .  , 

Dear Representative Turner: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you how,.USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause manylow-v&me long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-im&e residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the h d n g  burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and np to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Cline 

, 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Lisa Kukowski 
24 30th Street S W ,  Minot, ND 58701 

November 1,2005 1129 AM 

Senator Kent Conrad 
US. Senate 
530 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Conrad 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unneccssary. In addition, i? wou!.!d have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC ofiicials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Kukowgki. . r 

. , ,  

cc: , , . i  ,:, 
The Fcderal Communications Commission 
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Ronald BU 7. .  la95 
L3QL317OthAve,Lroy,M149655 UL* u 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
US. Senate 
133 Ifart Senate OIfice Building 
W88hingtOn, E ~ 1 0 - ~ 1  

Subject Re: Feded-State Joint L r d  on Universal Service CC Doclret 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Gmmunications Gmmission.' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF)collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of yourconstituent+ including me. my friends, family and neighbors, 
will be negatively i m p c t d  by the unfair change p r o v e d  by the FCC. 

Asyouknow,USFiscurrentlycollfftedonar~~nuebaais. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that systemtoaflatfee,that meansthat someonewhousesonethouMndminuteaamonthof longdistance,paysthe~me 
amount into thefundasaomeonewhousearerominutesof longdistanceamonth Gnstituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely shouldnotbepenali.edfordoingso. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceusers,likestudents,prepaidwirelescuser~,seniorcitirensa~dlow- 
income residential and rural Consumers, to give up  their phones due to undfordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unn-ry. In addition, it would have a 
hghly detrimental effect on small husinesseaall across America. 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalitiosof whichIamamember, keepsmeinfomedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newslettersandup 
to dateinformation on theirwebite, including links toFCC infomation. While1 dm aware that federal law does not require 
companies to r-ver, or "pa- along'these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. A. a cong~mer I would like ensure I 
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers t a d .  my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition$ recent 
meetingswith topFCCofficials, theFCChasplans tochange toaflatfeesystemsmn andwithout legislation. 

Iwillcontinue to monitordevelopmelltson theissueandcontinue tospread theword tomy community. Ireguest youpass 
along my concerns to theFCC on my behalf, letting them knowhowa flat fee taxcould disproportionately affect those in your 
constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

Ronald Bdse t t e  

cc: 
The Federal Gmmunic.xtions Commission 
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